Does tax evasion run in the family? To answer this question, we study the case of the commuter tax allowance in Austria. This allowance is designed as a step function of the distance between the residence and the workplace, creating sharp discontinuities at each bracket threshold. The distance to these brackets is a strong determinant of compliance since it corresponds to the probability of detection. The match of different administrative data sources allows us to observe actual compliance behavior at the individual level across two generations. To identify the intergenerational causal effect in tax evasion behavior, we use the paternal distance-to-bracket as an instrumental variable for paternal compliance. We find that paternal noncompliance increases children's non-compliance by about 20 percent.
Introduction
The neo-classical model of tax evasion -an application of the economics of crime approach presented by (Becker, 1968 ) -predicts that citizens simply compare the expected benefits of evasion with the expected costs (Allingham and Sandmo, 1972; Yitzhaki, 1974) . In essence, the tax evasion decision is similar to a portfolio decision, where citizens can choose between a risk-free asset (compliance, in this case) and a risky-asset (non-compliance). This model is straight-forward and provides intuitively appealing comparative static effects, where compliance increases in line with the probability of detection and the penalty. Unfortunately, such a model is unable to capture the full range of factors relevant to tax evasion in reality, as it consistently underpredicts real-world compliance (Alm et al., 1992) . Many scholars presume that individuals are motivated not only by the rate of return on tax evasion, but also by other (e.g., social) motivations to pay taxes (usually called tax morale). While this appears to be a reasonable claim, it is notoriously hard to provide empirical evidence (Luttmer and Singhal, 2014) . 1 Whether tax morale drives compliance behavior is not only of interest to scholars, but also has strong implications for tax policy. If tax morale is indeed a quantitatively important determinant of compliance, policymakers could employ measurements beyond the usual deterrence policies. Ideally, we want to be able to assess which type of policy is more cost-effective to achieve a certain level of compliance. To do so, we need to identify the determinants of tax morale and, more specifically, understand how tax morale interacts with the extrinsic factors used in conventional deterrence policies.
In this study, we argue that the family seems to be the natural environment in which tax morale is shaped. We examine the intergenerational dimension and suggest interpreting the link between parents' and their children's behavir as "inherited tax morale". Therefore, we follow Luttmer and Singhal (2014) by understanding tax morale broadly as an umbrella term capturing non-pecuniary motivations for tax compliance. 2 Our approach is also motivated by the key finding in the economic literature on crime that parental criminality is among the strongest predictors of the next generation's criminal activity (see, for e. g., Williams and Sickles, 2002; Hjalmarsson and Lindquist, 2012) . This relationship holds for severe offences (such as violent crime), as well as for more minor offences and non-law abiding behavior such as drunk driving (Hjalmarsson and Lindquist, 2010) . To our knowledge, no study has thus far examined such an intergenerational link in tax evasion behavior. 3 In contrast to the above-mentioned studies of the intergenerational crime link, we not only provide an intergenerational association in tax compliance, but also aim to identify an intergenerational causal effect. 4 Thus, we do not only want to answer the question of whether children are more likely to evade paying taxes if their parents were tax evaders; more importantly, we are interested in whether parental tax evasion causes children's non-compliance with the tax code. An association may simply reflect that parents and children share genetic and environmental factors that promote tax evasion. For instance, there is some evidence that certain genes are associated with deviant behavior (Veroude et al., 2016) . If this holds for tax evasion behavior, we would observe a correlation between parents' and children's compliance behavior; however, it would be misleading to argue that parents' behavior is causing children's behavior. The distinction between these explanations for an observed correlation is important, since they require different policy responses. If tax evasion behavior across generations is causally linked, then policies that lower parental non-compliance will have spillover effects on the next generation. If, however, the intergenerational transmission only operates through genetic or environmental factors that are correlated with tax evasion, the same policy will be prone to fail.
The requirements for the identification of a causal effect are particularly high in the context of tax evasion. We tackle this problem by exploring a specific setting in which we can observe tax compliance behavior for two generations at the individual level. This is possible in the case of the commuter tax allowance in Austria, the largest standard deduction available for Austrian wage earners (Paetzold and Winner, 2016) . This commuter allowance is designed as a step function of the distance between the residence and the workplace, creating sharp discontinuities at each bracket threshold. According to the Austrian tax code, employees report their eligibility for a certain distance bracket to the employer that, as the third party, has to validate these claims and adjust taxable income before withholding. In practice, however, employers do not sufficiently double-check these claims, turning the allowance into a (quasi-)self-reported item. Since the tax authorities have not systematically checked whether the self-reported information is accurate (until 2014) , the scheme offered employees an easy opportunity to overreport their travel distance to work and hence receive a tax allowance higher than they were actually entitled to. Our linked administrative data sources allow us to observe not only the claimed allowance but also the true driving distance to work. This solves the key limitation of most tax evasion studies, which rarely observe the outcome of interest (Slemrod, 2007) . We can thus observe the compliance behavior of all Austrian commuters at the individual generation Americans is mainly and significantly influenced by the country of origin of their ancestors. This provides evidence that tax morale is inherited to some degree. 4 Even in the literature on intergenerational mobility -the most heavily studied intergenerational link -only recently have empirical studies begun to focus on establishing a causal relationship between the education of parents and their children (Holmlund et al., 2011) . These studies typically exploit changes in compulsory schooling laws. level, which allows us to distinguish between compliers and evaders quite accurately. We see a robust pattern in the data showing that the closer commuters live to a respective bracket threshold, the more prone they are to misreport their distance. In line with the neo-classical model, this can be interpreted as lower compliance for commuters with a lower probability of detection.
Information on family networks allows us to compare compliance behavior across generations. To establish an intergenerational causal effect in tax evasion, we use the father's distance-to-bracket (i.e., his probability of detection) to obtain exogenous variation in the father's compliance decision. Based on an instrumental variable (IV) approach we obtain a local average treatment effect that provides us with the effect of increased paternal tax evasion (because of a lower probability of detection) on the child's compliance. Thus, this estimate informs us about the spillover effects of a change in a conventional deterrence parameter for one generation on compliance by the next generation. We suggest interpreting the existence of such spillover effects as evidence in favor of tax morale. The identifying assumption is that the father's distance-to-bracket affects his child's compliance decision only through the channel of actual parental tax evasion behavior and is not correlated with any unobserved determinants of the child's tax evasion behavior. We demonstrate below that the distance-to-bracket is a highly idiosyncratic variable. For instance, we find no systematic relationship between any of the father's socioeconomic characteristics and his distance-to-bracket. We also find that the children of fathers with very different distances-to-bracket are observationally identical. Furthermore, we observe no evidence of individuals sorting or bunching around such bracket thresholds.
This study contributes to the established literature on tax evasion (Andreoni et al., 1998; Slemrod and Yitzhaki, 2002; Slemrod, 2007) . Most recently, the empirical branch of this literature was enhanced by a number of valuable field experiments, which brought the credibility revolution to the study of tax compliance (Slemrod and Weber, 2012) . However, most designs relying on experimental methods do not allow researchers to observe the development of tax compliance over longer periods. By contrast, our setting enables us to track the compliance behavior of all Austrian taxpayers who commute to work over time. This setting provides a rare opportunity to gain novel insights into how compliance behavior is transmitted through the most important social network, namely the family. To the best of our knowledge, our study is the first to examine the intergenerational link in tax evasion behavior. 5 Based on palatable assumptions, we are able to identify an intergenerational causal effect: for our population, which has an average share of tax cheaters of about 20 percent, we find that a cheating father increases the likelihood of the child's non-compliance by about 5 percentage points.
This finding also speaks to two further important, but difficult to study, aspects of the literature on tax compliance: spillovers and non-pecuniary motivations to comply. There exists some empirical evidence of enforcement spillovers on the compliance of non-audited taxpayers in one's network in the case of TV license fees (Rincke and Traxler, 2011; Drago et al., 2015) and of non-audited firms' suppliers along the VAT chain (Pomeranz, 2015) . By contrast, evidence of complementary evasion spillovers regarding opportunities to cheat is extremely scarce. Paetzold and Winner (2016) show in the context of the Austrian commuter tax allowance that job changers moving to companies with a higher proportion of cheaters increase their cheating. Beyond that, we are only aware of related evidence from laboratory experiments, showing that taxpayers' reporting is sensitive to the evasion decision taken by other taxpayers (Fortin et al., 2007; Alm et al., 2009). 6 The best empirical evidence of the importance of intrinsic motivation comes from two field experiments at the border between taxation and charitable giving, which use different treatments to analyze the determinants of compliance among members of the German Protestant and Catholic Church, respectively. Dwenger et al. (2016) show that starting from a zero deterrence situation, a sizeable proportion of existing intrinsic motivation to comply is driven by duty-to-comply preferences and that there is no crowding out between extrinsic and intrinsic motivations. By contrast, Boyer et al. (2015) , who exploit a comparable set-up for the German Catholic Church, find a significant crowding out of intrinsic motivation among weakly intrinsically motivated taxpayers.
More broadly, our study also contributes to the large empirical literature studying the extent to which socioeconomic status is transmitted from parents to children (Bowles and Gintis, 2002) . Traditionally, this literature has focused on educational attainment and earnings. 7 More recently, it has also analyzed further dimensions and potential causal pathways -such as consumption (Charles et al., 2014; Bruze, 2015) , health behavior (Thompson, 2014) , and the willingness to compete (Ålmas et al., 2014) -to fully understand the intergenerational link. Tax evasion is a criminal activity that directly affects available income and potentially social status. As such it constitutes one of many causal pathways that underlie the intergenerational transmission of socioeconomic status.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we present our research design. In Section 3, we present our estimation results of the intergenerational causal effect in tax evasion behavior, along with a placebo test, and a number of robustness checks. Section 4, examines the link between siblings and provides estimates of the intragenerational causal effect in tax evasion behaviour. Section 5 concludes the paper.
Research design
In this section, we first discuss the institutional background with a focus on the commuter allowance in the Austrian income tax system. Second, we present our data, describe how we compile our estimation sample, and provide descriptive statistics. Third, we explain our identification strategy and spell out under which assumptions we can identify an intergenerational causal effect in tax compliance.
Institutional background
2.1.1 Commuter allowance in the Austrian income tax system In Austria, wage earners are not required to file a tax return since employers are legally obliged to do exact and cumulative withholding via the employees' payslip. On such a payslip, taxpayers can claim standard deductions and allowances, reducing their tax liability and hence the tax withholding. The commuter tax allowance is the largest of these standard allowances, enabling employees to reduce taxable income by as much as Euro 3, 672 per year (for 2012). 8 Its intention is to compensate employees for their traffic expenses to work. The allowance comes as a step function of the commuting distance and offers higher rates if public transport is not available or unreasonably long. More precisely, the deductible amount increases with brackets of 2-20 km, 20-40 km, 40-60 km and more than 60 km of commuting (see Table 1 ). For each of these brackets (except for the first bracket of 2-20 km), there exists a scheme when public transport is in place, and another scheme if not. The tax code refers to these as the minor and major scheme. Eligible employees have to state the shortest commuting distance by means of public transportation (for the minor scheme) or by using a private vehicle (for the major scheme). Since the introduction of the commuter tax allowance in 1988, the distance brackets and basic structure of the allowance have remained unchanged.
To receive the commuter allowance via the payslip, employees report their eligibility for one of the four distance brackets as well as the availability of public transport to their employer, which, according to the tax code, should validate their claims before applying the respective commuter allowance to the tax withholding. 9 In practice, however, it turns out to be a rather self-reported feature, with employers generally not meeting their responsibility to double-check the allowances claimed. To understand why non-compliance with the commuter allowance is possible, it is important to mention the main (mostly institutional) deficiencies regarding the enforcement of this tax allowance scheme. To begin 8 Given a top tax rate of 50 percent (for incomes above Euro 60, 000), the maximum amount of tax reduction is equal to Euro 1, 836.
9 Taxpayers can also claim the commuter allowance through the tax return at the end of the year. However, around 80 percent of commuter allowance recipients file for the allowance on their payslip (Statistik Austria, 2009 ). Furthermore, analyzing claims from payslips ensures that the compliance decision was taken by the taxpayer and not by a professional tax preparer. with, employers do not have large incentives to sufficiently validate the allowance claims since they do not carry/pay the deductible amount but simply adjust the withholding of their employees' income tax liability. Second, there has been a significant lack of deterrence for employers to thoroughly double-check the claims of their employees, keeping the risk of detection low. Only since 2014 have the tax authorities required claimants to use computer-assisted software to prove eligibility for a certain commuter allowance bracket. Third, since employees are not required to file a tax return at the end of the year, false reporting on the payslip can only be detected when the employer is audited. However, the tax authorities rarely focus on employees' deductions when conducting firm inspections. Finally, in the case of detection, the fine is typically levied on the employee but not on the third party, which is the employer. In sum, this lenient enforcement offered commuters an opportunity to overstate their travel distances and hence receive higher commuter allowances than actually entitled to.
Detecting non-compliance with commuter tax allowances in administrative tax data
A procedure for uncovering tax evasion in the case of Austrian commuter tax allowances based on linked administrative data sources was first suggested by Paetzold and Winner (2016) . We build on their approach and use an equivalent procedure to detect noncompliance with commuter tax allowances in our dataset. The starting point is the individual payslip files from the Austrian Ministry of Finance. These payslip files are similar to the W-2 forms in the United States and provide information on the wages and standard deductions of Austrian wage earners. From these forms, we extract information regarding the commuter allowance taxpayers received. For our analysis, we exclude claimants of the minor scheme (using public transport). This subset of claimants makes up around 30 percent of all commuter allowance recipients. The tax law requires commuters to state their eligibility based on the shortest travel distance to work. Since public transport usually makes detours when going from location A to B, we are not in a position to measure the true commuting distance for recipients of the minor allowance precisely.
While the payslip files comprise information on the taxpayer's place of residence and the commuter allowance he/she received, they do not provide information on the location of the workplace. To obtain this information, we combine these data with information from the Austrian Social Security Database (henceforth ASSD). This administrative record is used to verify pension claims for the universe of Austrian workers in the private sector (Zweimüller et al., 2009) . It is structured as a matched firm-worker dataset and includes detailed information on workers' employment and earnings histories. It also provides employer information, such as its location. Thus, the link between the two data sources enables us to observe both the residence and the workplace location of the tax-payer at the zip-code level. 10 To identify unjustified (high) commuter allowances, we use a route planner to calculate the driving distances between the centroids of these two zipcodes (as is commonly used in navigation devices) and use this as an approximation of the true driving distance. Based on this true driving distance, we determine the justified commuter allowance bracket. A comparison between the justified allowance bracket and claimed allowance bracket reveals who evaded taxes. We classify individuals as overreporters (i.e., cheaters) when they received a higher allowance than they were entitled to, and as underreporters when they claimed too little of what they actually should have received.
Since we are especially interested in the compliance behavior of the second generation, we start by documenting the compliance behavior of cohorts born between 1974 and 1994. 11 In total, 222,456 individuals from these cohorts received a major commuter tax allowance at least once during the period of our study. Table 2 summarizes the share of over-and underreporters of these cohorts, broken down by each allowance bracket. The table displays the misreporting of the first reporting decision (i.e., when individuals received the commuter tax allowance for the first time). The overreporting shares for the single brackets add up to 22 percent, 38 percent, and 31 percent, respectively. The underreporting shares vary by bracket between 5 and 12 percent. 12 These skewed shares of under-and overreporting give a first indication that taxpayers cheat on their distance bracket in order to receive a higher allowance than they were entitled to. Since we also know the exact commuter allowances in Euros (see Table 1 ), we can also calculate the overclaimed amount of the commuter allowance by individuals. Hence, we can not only measure individual cheating behavior on the extensive margin, but also estimate tax evasion on the intensive margin.
To further uncover systematic cheating by commuters, we study discontinuities in misreporting around the allowance bracket thresholds. For this purpose, we pool data across all brackets and display the share of over-and underreporters by bins of distance to their employers. In the case that individuals systematically cheat on their bracket eligibility, we should observe a discontinuity in the proportion of over-and underreporters at the thresholds. By contrast, if people would just report a noisy estimate of their true bracket eligibility without any cheating, we should observe very similar shares of overand underreporting around the thresholds and no discontinuity.
10 Notably, Austrian zip-code areas are fairly small. Their median surface area is 27 km 2 and the median circumradius is about 3 km. For comparison, the average surface area of a U.S. zip-code is around 300 km 2 . Important commuting areas have several zip-codes (e.g., Vienna alone is grouped into 23 zip-codes, hence commuters to those areas do not have the exact same commuting distance.
11 For a documentation of the compliance behavior of older cohorts, see (Paetzold and Winner, 2016) . In addition, we replicate Figure 1 for the father cohort (born before 1974) in the Web Appendix A.1.
12 It is not uncommon to observe taxpayers reporting to their own disadvantage. Kleven et al. (2011) find significant overpayment of taxes (about 5 percent of self-reported income), and point at honest mistakes resulting from a complex tax code and misinformation as potential explanations for such behavior. Figure 1 display the fraction of misreporters by commuting distance. Each bar is broken down into misreporters who overreport (dark area) and misreporters who underreport (light area). The dashed lines indicate the thresholds where the allowance discretely increases to a higher amount. We find a sharp reaction of taxpayers to these thresholds. The closer commuters live to a respective bracket the more prone they are to misreport their allowance claim. Overall, more than 60 percent (sum of over-and underreporters) of the individuals immediately below a bracket threshold misreport their actual driving distance to the workplace. Most importantly, we observe that the sharp discontinuity in the fraction of misreporters at the thresholds is mainly driven by overreporters.
The bars of
To be more precise, we find commuters to be much more prone to cheat than commuters underreporting their eligibility. For instance, in the bin immediately below the first 20 km threshold we find that 64 percent of all commuters overreport their allowance claim compared with only 29 percent of underreporters in the bin immediately above it. This discontinuity in misreporting at each threshold rejects explanations based on sole noise in our distance measure. 13 In fact, the discontinuity in misreporting exactly at the bracket thresholds strongly suggests that taxpayers take advantage of the self-reporting nature of the commuter allowance to overclaim their eligibility.
As shown in Figure 1 , some underreporting occurs across the entire range of distance bins. The reason for this lies in the administrative nature of our data. Specifically, the ASSD provides no clear provision on whether the employer identifier is used for a firm or for single establishments of a (larger) firm. If only the headquarters of a company with several establishments across Austria is recorded in the ASSD, our estimate for the commuting distance between the firm's location and residence of its employees is upward biased for some workers. This inflates our share of underreporters, since we assign such workers a much greater distance (i.e., to the headquarters) than where they actually work (the local establishment). This is much less of an issue when measuring overreporting, since living close to a recorded headquarters in the ASSD, but commuting to a much more distant subsidiary is rare. This is also supported by the data, where we observe only a very small share of cheaters immediately above the bracket thresholds compared with a much higher share of underreporters immediately below the thresholds.
In sum, the pattern of misreporting we observe indicates that the compliance decision of commuters is affected by the threshold structure of the allowance scheme. Consistent with deliberate tax evasion, we observe misreporting to be much more widespread on the 'tax-favourable' side of each bracket threshold. Furthermore, the strong reaction of taxpayers to the bracket thresholds also indicates a decreasing (perceived) risk of detection when residing closer to such a bracket threshold. In the following, we use a taxpayer's distance-to-bracket as a proxy for his/her probability of detection.
While the pervasiveness of non-compliance with the commuter tax allowance might be striking, it is also interesting to note that a substantial number of individuals still report their commuting distance honestly. We use the richness of our data to address this variation in cheating, allowing for a compliance study over long periods of time to explore the transmission of non-compliance behavior over two generations.
Linking tax reporting behavior across two generations
The individual is the taxing unit in the Austrian income tax code and thus there is no joint filing of married couples or households. Starting from 1994, we have access to individual-level tax information, and examine children who are born between 1974 and 1994 (1,336,819 individuals) . We focus on commuting children who claim the major commuter allowance (222,456 individuals). 14 We have to restrict our analysis to children born to married mothers (153,382 individuals), since administrative records do not include a link to fathers for children born out-of-wedlock. Furthermore, we focus on the intergenerational link between fathers and their children. 15 Those father-child pairs are further required to be both active in the labor market and to have received the major commuter tax allowance at least once (34,319 individuals). The latter restriction causes the number of observations to drop substantially. The unit of observation is then a father-child pair in the year in which the child is applying for the major commuter tax allowance for the first time. To avoid any reversed causality, we only use those father-child pairs where the father received the commuter allowance in the past, namely before the child claimed the allowance for the first time (28,630 individuals). We further exclude father-child pairs that work in the same firm or have the same commute (i.e., possess an overlap in residential and firm postal codes; 24,675 individuals). This guarantees that fathers and children do not have the same probability of detection (multicollinearity problem). Furthermore, we restrict our analysis to observations where both father and child commute less than 60km. Taxpayers commuting more than 60km are above the highest bracket threshold and are thus not at risk of cheating. 16 Finally, we end up with 15,522 unique father-child pairs. Table 3 provides the average socioeconomic characteristics, tax evasion indicators, commuting distances and distances-to-bracket (probability of detection) for the studied fathers and children. To avoid potential problems of reverse causality i.e., children's cheating behavior affecting their fathers' behavior, we measure fathers' characteristics one year before children's characteristics (i.e., before the child claimed the commuter allowance for the first time).
Descriptive statistics on the main variables
Fathers are born between 1933 and 1981 and are on average 47 years of age when we measure their tax evasion behavior. Children are born between 1974 and 1994 and observed at about 24 years of age. The comparison of socioeconomic characteristics suggests that children experienced on average a social advancement. They are more often employed as white-collar workers, are less likely to have foreign citizenship (i.e., they have been partly naturalized), and are much more likely to hold an academic degree. Their log of annual income (measured on average at age 24) is 0.33 units lower than the log of fathers' annual income (measured on average at age 47), which corresponds to a difference of approximately Euros 9, 500 per year. 17 The variables of primary interest are the tax evasion indicators regarding the commuter tax allowance. The binary indicators show that about 16 percent of fathers apply for a higher tax allowance than they are eligible. Among children the equivalent share is about 20 percent. Hence, children tend to cheat somewhat more often than their fathers. The other two tax evasion indicators reveal differences in the actual evaded amount. While fathers on average overclaim their commuter allowance by Euros 184, children do so by Euros 237. When relating the amount overclaimed to taxable income, we find that fathers on average evade 1.0 percent of their taxable income and children 1.6 percent.
Finally, Table 3 lists the average true commuting distance and average distance-tobracket. On average, fathers commute somewhat shorter distances compared with the average child (about 21 compared with 25 km). By contrast, we find no difference in terms of the distance-to-bracket across generations. We see that the average father and average child have identical distances-to-bracket (9.5 km compared with 9.6 km). Table 4 summarizes several aspects of the intergenerational (father-child) and sibling correlations. In the former case, we distinguish all father-child pairs, father-son pairs, and father-daughter pairs. In the latter case, we consider all sibling pairs. For these pairs, we examine the associations among individual earnings, tax evasion, and commuting behavior. The first dimension is the most commonly used indicator in the well-established literature on intergenerational income persistence, the second dimension is the focus of our study, and the third dimension is related to our identification strategy. All variables are measured at the same point in time (i.e., when fathers are on average 47 years of age and children 24). The comparison of the intergenerational income persistence in our sample with (i) the respective benchmark estimates from this literature and (ii) with the intergenerational correlation in tax evasion allows us to put our novel results into perspective.
Intergenerational correlations
As expected, in our sample of matched fathers and children, we find clear evidence of intergenerational persistence in individual earnings. This persistence varies little with the sex of the child. We report the two most common measures of intergenerational income persistence, namely intergenerational elasticity and the rank-rank correlation. The intergenerational elasticity is the canonical measure and is obtained from a simple linear regression of children's logarithmic earnings on fathers' logarithmic earnings. Our slope coefficient of about 0.14 indicates that on average a high-earning father's child would have 14 percent more earnings than the child of a low-earning father. The rankrank correlation is an alternative measure based on a regression of children's rank in the income distribution on their father's respective rank. 18 We obtain a rank-rank correlation of about 0.18. As such, intergenerational income persistence in Austria is comparable to that in Canada, Germany, and the Nordic countries (Blanden, 2015, see Figure 1 ). The respective correlations between siblings are considerably smaller, but highly statistically significant throughout.
The intergenerational correlations in tax evasion are listed for our three tax evasion indicators (binary, overclaimed amount relative to income, overclaimed amount). In each case, we find a statistically significant positive correlation of about 0.05 to 0.06. Thus, the intergenerational correlation in tax evasion behavior is roughly one-third of the intergenerational correlation in earnings. There is some evidence that the intergenerational correlations in tax evasion are somewhat higher for daughters compared with sons. In contrast to individual earnings, we observe for tax evasion that siblings and intergenerational correlations are comparable in magnitude. 19
Regarding commuting behavior, we see a significant correlation in commuting distance of about 0.11. Thus, children of fathers with a long commute tend to also have a higher commuting distance. Notably, we find no intergenerational correlation in terms of the distance-to-bracket. The latter result highlights the idiosyncratic nature of the distanceto-bracket, which forms the basis of our identification strategy.
Estimation strategy
To examine the intergenerational link in tax evasion behavior in a more systematic way, we relate in family i the child's non-compliance, N C c i , to the father's past non-compliance, N C f i :
where the superscripts c and f denote the child and father variables and coefficients. The child's compliance decision is measured when he/she claims the commuter tax allowance for the first time (t = s). To rule out reverse causality, we measure the corresponding father's compliance behavior and all his characteristics in some period before the child claimed the commuter tax allowance for the first time (t < s). 20 The child's compliance behavior also depends on his/her specific probability of detection, ρ c i,t=s (·), and a variety of the observable child (X c i,t=s ) and father (X f i,t<s ) characteristics. The unobserved error term is captured by c i,t . The child's probability of detection is determined by his/her distance-to-bracket, where we include binary indicators capturing the following intervals: [0 − 5) km, [5 − 10) km, and > 10 km. The other control variables (X c , X f ) comprise the father's and child's true commuting distance (measured in km). These enter linearly, squared, and with a binary indicator for short commuting distances (<10 km). Further, there are a variety of socioeconomic characteristics comprising sex, year of birth (binary indicators), citizenship (Austrian vs. non-Austrian), educational attainment (academic degree), occupation (blue-vs. white-collar worker), sector of employment (17 binary indicators), firm size (binary indicator for employment in a firm with more than 10 employees), individual earnings, and region of residence (9 binary indicators).
Sources of endogeneity An obvious problem in the estimation of Equation (1) is the potential endogeneity of N C f i,t<s . In particular, we are concerned that the father's tax evasion behavior is correlated with any unobserved determinant of children's compliance behavior included in c i,t . Potential candidates for confounding factors can be either genetic or environmental. Researchers have identified genes that are associated with criminal behavior (Veroude et al., 2016) . If these genetic factors are also relevant for tax compliance, and if these are inherited from father to children, Equation (1) would suffer from endogeneity. Alternatively, father and child could share unobserved environmental factors such as a subjective evaluation of the deterrence parameters. These two sources of endogeneity would lead to an upward biased τ . Thus, to obtain an unbiased τ that can be interpreted causally, we need exogenous variation in the father's compliance behavior.
Instrumental variable strategy
We suggest using the variation in the father's distance-to-bracket as an IV for his compliance. We associate a longer distance-to-bracket with a higher probability of detection and expect a higher compliance rate for these fathers. The identifying assumption of this IV strategy is that the father's distance-to-bracket is randomly assigned conditional on our covariates, and this affects the child's compliance behavior only through the channel of "inherited tax morale". While this assumption is fundamentally untestable, we provide a number falsification and plausibility checks confirming the idiosyncratic and exogenous nature of the bracket thresholds created by the tax law.
Firstly, we check whether we observe any sorting or bunching of commuters around the bracket thresholds. Therefore, we examine the distribution of the father's true commuting distance to work. We report a Kernel density plot to visually detect potential excess clustering around the bracket thresholds. Figure 2 displays the fathers' distance distribution, with the dashed lines representing the thresholds at which the allowance discontinuously jumps. We find no evidence of sorting or bunching of commuters around these bracket thresholds defined by the tax law. There is no observable spike or hump in the distance distribution around any of the three bracket thresholds. To further substantiate this finding, Figure 3 zooms in on each bracket threshold and provides McCrary tests to detect signs of discontinuity (McCrary, 2008) . The estimate of the log change in height and its bootstrapped standard error are displayed directly on each graph and these confirm that we cannot detect a lack of continuity at any of the thresholds. We obtain an equivalent result when using bunching estimations in the spirit of Saez (2010) ; in other words, we find no evidence of excess clustering at any threshold (see Figure A .3 in the Web Appendix A.3.) All these findings strongly suggest that the bracket thresholds we used to construct our IV are exogenous to commuting distance. Put differently, there is no evidence that the bracket thresholds influence the location or commuting decisions of our population.
Secondly, we check whether there is any correlation between the father's and child's distance-to-bracket. We split the data into 20 equal-sized bins based on the distance-tobracket of the father and plot the mean distance-to-bracket of the child within each bin.
The resulting binned scatter plot in Figure 4 shows that there is no relationship between the distance-to-bracket of the father (our IV) and that of the child. This finding indicates that there is no systematic sorting of children into home or firm location depending on their father's distance-to-bracket.
Thirdly, we perform balancing tests to check whether children's observable characteristics vary with their father's distance-to-bracket. Therefore, we distinguish between three groups with a low, medium, and high distance-to-bracket, which are defined by the following intervals: [0 − 5) km, [5 − 10) km, and > 10 km. Panel A of Table 5 compares the average child characteristics across these three groups defined by the father's distance-to-bracket. It turns out that the children, despite having fathers with different distances to the next threshold, are identical. Panel B of Table 5 compares the average father characteristics. Again, we observe that the groups are essentially identical.
Overall, we do not find a systematic relationship between individual characteristics and the distance-to-bracket, which forms the basis for our IV. In line with the graphical evidence presented above, our balancing tests confirm the premise that assignment to a distance-to-bracket is as good as random and not affected by any systematic sorting of individuals. Importantly, this also holds for the selection of children into claiming the major commuter allowance (see the Web Appendix A.2 for details).
Functional form of the first stage It is a priori unclear which functional form should be used to describe the relationship between the father's distance-to-bracket and his tax compliance. We explore several alternative specifications of the first-stage relationship in Table 6 . The dependent variable is in each case a binary variable equal to one if the father evades taxes, and zero otherwise. In columns (1) to (4), we use semi-parametric specifications based on varying binary indicators for the different distance-to-bracket intervals. In column (5), we use a linear specification of the distance-to-bracket. Across all specifications we see that a higher distance-to-bracket significantly reduces the likelihood of cheating. For instance, the specification in column (1) shows that fathers with a distance-to-bracket between 5 and 20 km are about 30 percentage points less likely to cheat compared with fathers with a distance-to-bracket of 5 km or less. While the predictive power varies across the specifications, the F-statistics are all above 465. We replicate the analysis for the two alternative measurements of tax evasion. In Table 7 , the dependent variable is the overclaimed amount relative to the father's income, while and the overclaimed amount in Euros is used in Table8. In both cases, we observe a significant negative effect of the distance-to-bracket on the extent of tax evasion, with sufficiently high F-statistics.
This set of estimations shows that the choice of the specific functional form of the first stage should not be decisive. As a baseline specification, we pick the semi-parametric specification from column (2) and provide the second-stage results for the other specifications in the sensitivity analysis section. Table 9 summarizes our main estimation results. For each of our three tax evasion indicators, we list the results from a simple OLS estimation and the second-stage estimates from a 2SLS estimation using the IV strategy described above. Both estimation methods provide evidence of a significant positive effect of the father's tax compliance behavior and child's compliance. Across all indicators, the 2SLS estimates are larger than the OLS estimates; however, the 95 percent confidence intervals overlap in each case. Our a priori belief about the source of endogeneity would imply a comparably smaller 2SLS estimate. The pattern of the larger 2SLS estimates is also common in the well-established literature on intergenerational income persistence (Havari and Savegnago, 2016) for two reasons: First, the 2SLS estimates correct both for classical measurement errors (which lead to a downward-biased OLS estimate) and for the endogeneity of the dependent variable. The former effect may dominate the latter one. Second, the 2SLS estimate is a local average treatment effect that refers to the specific sub-population whose behavior is affected by the IV being used (Imbens, 2010) . By contrast, the OLS estimate provides an average effect treatment. The local average treatment effect may simply be larger than the (true) average treatment effect.
Estimation results

Intergenerational causal effect in tax evasion behavior
The 2SLS estimates suggest a substantial intergenerational causal effect in tax evasion behavior. The non-compliance of a father increases the likelihood of cheating for his child by 4.7 percentage points (see column (2)). Given an average non-compliance rate of 20 percent for children, the estimated effect amounts to a 24 percent increase in noncompliance among children. We interpret this result as evidence of an intergenerational transmission of tax morale, which is economically significant. The estimations using the other two indicators also provide information on the intensive margin: an increase in the overclaimed amount by the father of 1 percent of his income leads to an increase in the overclaimed amount by the child of 0.1 percent (see column (4)). In absolute terms, we observe that an increase by one Euro leads to an increase of 6 cents (see column (6)). The respective beta coefficients are comparable (0.056 compared with 0.051). All these estimates are significant at least at the 5 percent level and based on sufficiently strong IVs. The intergenerational causal effect is thus smaller along the intensive margin (compared with the extensive one). This results from the cap on the deductible amount defined by the commuter allowance (see Table 1 ).
When looking at the covariates included the model, we consistently find that only the child characteristics are decisive. Notably, all the estimated effects of the covariates (child and father characteristics) are almost identical in the 2SLS and OLS models. Thus, there seem to be no large correlations between the IVs and covariates. The most important determinant is the child's own distance-to-bracket. As expected, a shorter distance-to-bracket (reflecting a lower probability of detection) increases non-compliance considerably. The size of the estimated coefficients is comparable to those of the father in the respective first stage estimations. The effect of income on tax evasion is complex. We find that the probability of cheating and the overclaimed amount in Euros rises with income, while the overclaimed amount relative to income decreases with income. Remarkably, this finding is fully consistent with neo-classical model of income tax evasion. Allingham and Sandmo (1972) suggest that evasion increases with gross income, while the effect on the fraction of income evaded depends on relative risk aversion. 21 Our finding implies that individuals exhibit a decreasing relative risk aversion. Moreover, we find that non-compliance is more wide-spread among white-collar workers. There are no significant differences in compliance behavior between men and women, Austrians and foreigners, and individuals with and without university degrees.
Placebo test
To test for any spurious correlations between our IVs and the outcome variable (i.e., the compliance behavior of the second generation), we further create placebo father-child pairs. In particular, we assign each father to a child in our dataset who is closest in terms of observable characteristics to his own child. We implement this via nearest neighbor matching, using the following list of observable characteristics: total commuting distance, distance-to-bracket, sex, year of birth, citizenship, educational attainment, occupation, earnings, firm size, sector of employment, and zip-code of residence. To increase the quality of our matches, we allow for replacement when applying the nearest neighbor match. Table 10 reproduces the estimations presented in Table 9 based on these placebo father-child pairs. Across all tax evasion indicators and methods, we find no significant effect of the matched father's tax compliance behavior on the child's compliance. Thus, the result of the placebo test suggest that the intergenerational transmission found in our main results is not driven by common trends towards non-compliance between the first and second generations in our data.
Sensitivity analysis
We conducted several additional analyses to verify the robustness of our findings. Table 11 summarizes the estimation results from selected alternative specifications of our estimation model. The estimates of the intergenerational causal effect in tax evasion turn out to be robust.
Alternative first-stage specifications In the first two columns, we employ different functional form specifications of our first stage. In column (1), we use a semi-parametric specification based on four distance-to-bracket intervals (see column (3) of Table 6 ). The resulting second-stage estimates are identical to our baseline estimates. In column (2), we use a linear specification of distance-to-bracket intervals (see column (5) of Table 6 ). The resulting second-stage estimates are somewhat smaller, but still statistically significant. These tests corroborate that the identification of the causal effect is not driven by the specific functional form in the first stage.
Alternative estimation samples In the next two columns, we modify our estimation sample. In column (3), we also include fathers with a true commuting distance of more than 60 km. We originally excluded these observations, since these fathers are not at risk of cheating owing to the construction of the commuter tax allowance. The inclusion of these additional observations changes our estimates only marginally. In column (4), we exclude all observations with fathers and/or children with comparably short commuting distances (less than 8 km). The measurement error of the true commuting distance may be larger for this group. The estimated effect, however, hardly changes based on this reduced sample.
Controlling for the behavior of other peers In the remaining three columns, we control for the impact of other potential peer groups. Children's tax compliance behavior might also be influenced by their friends or co-workers. We approximate their circle of friends by referring to residents from the child's zip-code area born in the same year. We start by calculating the mean distance-to-bracket among this group, to which we refer below for simplicity as 'friends'. A potential concern might be that the father's distanceto-bracket is correlated with those of the child's friends. To test for this possibility, column (5) controls for the mean distance-to-bracket of the child's friends. Our estimates change only marginally. In column (6), we additionally control directly for the cheater share among the child's friends. While this additional control variable turns out to be statistically significant positive, our estimates of the intergenerational causal effect in tax evasion hardly change following the inclusion of this additional variable. Finally, in column (7), we control for the cheater share among the child's co-workers. In line with Paetzold and Winner (2016) , we find a positive and strong relationship between the share of cheating co-workers and individual propensity to cheat. Again, the estimates of the intergenerational causal effect remain stable.
Evidence on siblings: intra-generational causal effect in tax evasion behavior
Is the causal link in tax evasion behavior unique to parents and their children, or do links exist in other networks as well? The siblings correlations presented in Section 2.3, and the final two sensitivity checks discussed in the previous section, which accounted for cheating among friends and co-workers, provide suggestive evidence for spillovers across other groups. In fact, the siblings and the intergenerational correlations are quite comparable in magnitude. In particular, the link between two brothers is quite strong (see Table 4 ). For friends and co-workers we also find substantial correlations. Based on the estimations presented in columns (6) and (7) of Panel A of Table 11 , we find that an increase in the cheating share among the child's friends and co-workers by one standard deviation is associated with an increased likelihood of the child cheating of about 7 and 5 percentage points, respectively. Evidently, it is unclear to which degree these correlations capture a causal effect.
In this final section, we aim to identify the intra-generational causal effect in tax evasion behavior. We assume that the sibling who claimed the major commuter tax allowance first, may causally affect the compliance decision of the other sibling. 22 Our empirical specification using 9, 650 pairs of siblings is equivalent to that summarized by eq. (1). Thus, we relate the tax compliance decision of the younger sibling to the past compliance of the older sibling. We use the distance-to-bracket of the older sibling as an IV for his/her tax evasion decision, and we assume that this variable affects the younger sibling's compliance behavior only through the older sibling's behavior. Under the validity of this assumption, the IV strategy solves the reflection problem of simultaneity.
Our findings summarized in Table 12 point to an intra-generational causal effect in tax evasion behaviour that is very comparable to the intergenerational causal effect. However, the estimated effects for siblings, have to be interpreted with some caution. Despite a very strong first stage, we obtain less precise second-stage estimates here.
Conclusions
Tax evasion is a widespread phenomenon that redistributes income from honest to dishonest citizens. The fight against tax evasion is a typical aspect of political agendas in 22 We use the same sample selection criteria as for our main analysis (of father-child pairs), but focus now on all siblings, who claim the major commuter tax allowance, are born after 1973, are born to married mothers, and are active on the labor market. The unit of observation is a pair of first-claiming sibling-later-claiming sibling, in the year in which the later-claiming sibling is applying for the major commuter tax allowance for the first time. For the sake of simplicity, we refer below to the former as the 'older sibling', and to the latter as the 'younger sibling'. All covariates of the older sibling are measured before the younger sibling's year of observation. order to increase tax revenues and raise the efficiency of government. Tax evasion has also attracted the attention of scholars from various academic disciplines. There seems to be interdisciplinary agreement that individuals are motivated not only by the rate of return on tax evasion, but also by other motivations (usually called tax morale). Unfortunately, it is notoriously hard to test this supposition empirically. The key limitation is that tax evasion and tax morale are usually not observable to the researcher.
In this study, we resolve these key limitations. We focus on the case of the commuter tax allowance in Austria and combine various administrative data sources to observe actual tax evasion behavior at the individual level. We test the hypothesis that the family is important in shaping individual tax morale and is thus an important determinant of tax evasion. In a first step, we show the significant intergenerational association in tax compliance. In a second step, we utilize the exogenous variation in the father's tax evasion behavior to identify an intergenerational causal effect in tax evasion behavior. By exploiting the strong idiosyncratic variation in the father's probability of detection (our IV), we are able to show that paternal non-compliance increases children's non-compliance by about 20 percent. We also find evidence for spillovers across siblings.
These findings have two major implications. First, given that tax evasion behavior is causally linked across generations, policies that are able to reduce tax evasion today will have spillover effects on the next generation. Second, the specific nature of our IV allows us to conclude that a change in a conventional deterrence parameter (an "extrinsic factor") for one generation has positive effects on the tax morale (an "intrinsic factor") of the next generation.
6 Tables and figures (to be placed in the paper) Notes: This figure displays the percent share of misreporters by commuting distance. Each bar is broken down between misreporters who overreport (dark area) and misreporters who underreport (light area). To give an example, the total fraction of misreporters in the 38.75-40km bin is 69 percent, with 58 percent over-and 11 percent underreporter. The dashed lines represent the thresholds, where the allowance discontinuously increases to a higher amount (at 20, 40, and 60 km, respectively). Distance-to-bracket of father vs. distance-to-bracket of child Notes: The figure displays the relationship between the distance-to-bracket of the father (our IV) and the distance-to-bracket of the child (N = 15, 391) . To construct the figure, we split the data into 20 equal-sized bins based on the distance-to-bracket of the father, and plot the mean distanceto-bracket of the child within each bin. The figure shows no systematic relationship between the distance-to-bracket of the father and the distance-to-bracket of the child. 
Notes:
Standard errors clustered on families in parentheses, stars indicate statistical significance: * p < 0.10, * * p < 0.05, * * * p < 0.01. a We control for the following characteristics of father and child: year of birth (binary indicators), citizenship (Austrian vs. non-Austrian), educational attainment (academic degree), occupation (blue-vs. white-collar worker), sector of employment (17 binary indicators), firm size (binary indicator for employment in a firm with more than 10 employees), individual earnings, region of residence (9 binary indicators), commuting distance in km (linearly, squared, and with a binary indicator for short commuting distances <10 km), size of ZIP-code area of residence (linear and squared). Further we control for the child's sex and distance-to-bracket, where we include binary indicators capturing the following intervals: [0 − 5) km, [5 − 10) km, and > 10 km. 
Child characteristics
Distance-to-bracket betw. 5-10 km −0.296 * * * −0.296 * * * −0.023 * * * −0.023 * * * −328.564 * * * −328.635 * * * (0.010) (0.010) (0.001) (0.001) (12.199) (12.150) Distance-to-bracket above 10-20 km −0.401 * * * −0.401 * * * −0.032 * * * −0.032 * * * −453.084 * * * −452.965 * * * (0 Father's distance-to-bracket (i. e., his probability of detection) serves as an IV for the fathers tax evasion decision. Reported estimates are second-stage coefficients with standard errors clustered on families in parentheses below. Values in brackets are beta coefficients. All estimations include child and father birthyear, industry, and regional fixed effects. *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10-percent, 5-percent and 1-percent level respectively. a We further control for the following non-tabulated characteristics of father and child: year of birth (binary indicators), sector of employment (17 binary indicators), firm size (binary indicator for employment in a firm with more than 10 employees), and region of residence (9 binary indicators). Table 9 , but based on placebo father-child pairs. These placebo pairs are created by assigning each father to another child that is closest in terms of observable characteristics to his own child. Closeness is defined via nearest neighbor matching, using the following list of observable characteristics: total commuting distance, distance-to-bracket, sex, year of birth, nationality, educational attainment, occupation, earnings, firm size, sector of employment, and zipcode of residence. Standard errors clustered on families in parentheses, stars indicate statistical significance: * p < 0.10, * * p < 0.05, * * * p < 0.01. a All models include the same set of covariates as in Table 9 . The father's distance-to-bracket (i.e., his probability of detection) serves again as an IV. Table 9 . All models include the same set of covariates as in Table 9 , and the father's distance-to-bracket (i.e., his probability of detection) serves again as an IV. Across panels different measurements of tax evasion behavior are used. Reported estimates are second-stage coefficients with standard errors clustered on families in parentheses below. * , * * and * * * indicate statistical significance at the 10-percent, 5-percent and 1-percent level respectively. a Estimation results are based on an alternative specification of the first stage, which includes in addition a binary indicator for a father's distance-to-bracket between 15-20 km (see column (3) of Table 7 ). b Estimation results are based on an alternative specification of the first stage, which uses father's linear distance-to-bracket measure as an IV (see column (5) of Table 7 ). c This estimation sample includes all observations commuting 60 kilometers or more (i. e. those above the highest distance bracket). We include a binary indicator for these commuters as an additional instrument. d This estimation sample excludes all observations with fathers and/or children commuting 8 kilometers or less. e This specification controls for the mean distance-to-bracket in the zip-code of the child's birth cohort. f Additionally includes the mean cheater-share in the zip-code of the child's birth cohort. g Controls for the share of children's co-workers who cheat (see, Paetzold and Winner, 2016) . 
A.1 Misreporting of father cohort (born<1974)
This section replicates Figure 1 of the main text for older cohorts (i.e., commuters born before 1974). As for Figure 1 , we pool data across all brackets and display the fraction of over-and underreporters by bins of distance to the workplace. The dashed lines indicate the thresholds, at which the allowance discretely increases to a higher amount. Again, we observe a sharp reaction of taxpayers to these thresholds. The closer commuters live to a respective bracket the more prone they are to misreport their allowance claim. Importantly, the fraction of misreporters falls discontinuously at each bracket threshold, with commuters being much more prone to cheat than to underreport their eligibility. In sum, Figure A .1 shows that taxpayers of older cohorts are also aware of the allowance scheme's structure and its incentive to overreport. Notes: This figure displays the percent share of misreporters by commuting distance. Each bar is broken down between misreporters who overreport (dark area) and misreporters who underreport (light area). The dashed lines represent the thresholds, where the allowance discontinuously increases to a higher amount (at 20, 40, and 60 km, respectively). The histogram includes allowance recipients from cohorts born before 1974.
A.2
A.2 Take-up of major commuter allowance
In our main analysis, we have to exclude claimants of the minor commuter allowance scheme (using public transport), because we are not able to measure the actual/true travel distance for these commuters precisely enough. We test therefore, whether we observe a selection of children into the major allowance by father's distance-to-bracket. Figure A. 2 plots the fraction of all employed children claiming a major commuter allowance against the distance-to-bracket of their fathers. Specifically, we put all children of the cohort 1974-1994 into 2 km wide bins of distance-to-bracket of their fathers and plot the fraction of children claiming the major commuter allowance within these bins. We do not find children of fathers close to the bracket threshold to be more likely to claim a major allowance. Thus, we find no evidence that children are systematically selected into the major commuter allowance by their father's distance-to-bracket. Notes: The figure displays the fraction of all employed children claiming a major commuter allowance against the distance-to-bracket of their fathers. To construct the figure we put all children of the cohort 1974-1994 into 2 km wide bins of distance-to-bracket of their fathers and plot the fraction of children claiming the major commuter allowance within these bins. The bars show the fraction of claimants for each bin. The dashed line represents the bracket thresholds where the allowance discontinuously increases (i.e., zero represents the 20, 40, and 60 km threshold, respectively).
A.3
A.3 Test for sorting of fathers around the bracket thresholds
The Figure A. 3 assesses the smoothness of the distribution of fathers' commuting distance around the bracket thresholds using bunching estimations (Saez, 2010) . We pool data across all bracket thresholds and put taxpayers in 1 km wide bins of distance-to-bracket, displaying the number of commuters within such bins. The dashed line represents the bracket thresholds where the allowance discontinuously increases (i.e., zero represents the 20, 40, and 60 km threshold, respectively). The solid vertical lines indicate the bunching area, i.e. we exclude a window of 2 bins on each side of the thresholds. The solid line beneath the empirical distribution is a seventh-degree polynomial fitted to the empirical distribution excluding the bunching window. The graph is constructed using the fatherchild sample. We do not observe any evidence for fathers' bunching around bracket thresholds (excess mass: coeff. = −0.0034, s.e. = 0.256). A.4 Determinants of tax morale: evidence from survey data
In this subsection, we use individual level data from the European and World Values Survey (E/WVS) to study the determinants of self-reported tax morale of Austrian respondents for the years 1990 and 1999. The E/WVS contains information on basic attitudes, beliefs and human values covering religion, morality, politics, work and leisure. In particular, respondents are asked to evaluate on a ten-point scale whether they think 'cheating on tax if [they] have the chance can always be justified, never be justified, or something in between'. We use this questions to construct two alternative measures of tax morale. The first is an ordinal variable, which measures tax morale on the original 10-point scale.
The second variable is a binary indicator equal to one, if respondents answered 'never be justified'; and zero otherwise. For each tax morale variable we summarize in Table A .1 three OLS estimations. In columns (1) and (4), we restrict the estimation to employed individuals (i.e., wage earners) and explain tax morale with sex, income, educational attainment (proxies by school leaving age), occupation, size of place of residence, and age. These specification resemble our estimations of actual tax evasion behavior presented in Table 9 . In columns (2) and (5), we control in addition for own children and marital status. In columns (3) and (6), we include all respondents (irrespective of their employment status) and control for their labor market status.
A.5 Respondents are asked to evaluate this statement on an ordered scale from 'never justifiable' (1) to 'always justifiable' (10). In columns (1) to (3), the dependent variable is an ordinal measurement of tax morale using the original 10-point scale. In columns (4) to (6), the dependent variable is an binary indicator of high tax morale. This variable is equal to one, if respondents answered 'never be justified'; and zero otherwise). Standard errors in parentheses, stars indicate statistical significance: * p < 0.10, * * p < 0.05, * * * p < 0.01
